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"ABSTRACT g ' e
Co-:ents about thq 11 Fapers p:eaented at the Jnne ST T

1976 Plftsbn:qi conference on-the theory.and practice of reginnijng. ' -

~s0a61qg instruction are presested in this faper. dn surveying these - .
presentations, the paper ﬁilCQICCS»foﬂI content areas: particuiar .
thtories about the reading process;. protless in learning to read of {
poor, retarded, bilingual, and nonlateialiszed persons; systesati¢ = - . T

- prograas for beginiing reading instructios; and ‘the . . : ‘

. cnlution/etfcét.{ums of reading iutrnction. In general, the v
pcpo:‘concludes that shile the conference vis isforsative it vas
serely an indication that sany problems-.ip -readiang research angd
instruction sust be solved, particulaxly in the area cf evaluation.
An attached transoript provides an anﬂicnc¢ dilcaxsicn that fcllo-od
prmntation of the. papo:. (u) ’ g
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émt’;aﬁorl havo essentially throe choices in the kind of
‘c-wtqry they give. one choice -is to pre.lgnt ‘'yet another paper
_ related to the conference theme but on one's own work or -.l{t -of
:Lntoxuts. A ucond choice is to pay slightly more attcntion to,
what oecurrod but t.o present your co-ent- in .a_ 3mn1 way. The
third choice i. to deal more directly with the confersnce itself
and to react to \'hlt was said in a candid and frank manner, with a
villinqnon to provoke dilcuuion. I have decidod qpou the third
method, partly because I don t have a personal gapdr to give and
. paftly because I am not very apt at mking genoralizatiotis and
parfly because I would like to use my time is the first commentator
to provide the pembers and ‘the guelt- of the conference with -an
overview of the papers we have heard during the put two days.
My comments shall, I hope, be both sybstantive and prescriptive
with the goal of provokiné 'both participants and cbservers to
comment , dgtemi and discuss. Admittedly, my treatment will be
brfof and mporficm but I hope to serve some function here other
than filling an allotted hour. - ' ‘
, In sumying the eleven p:.untations, one can ducem four
- main themes -around which the papers rmlvo- '
(1), particular theories about the reading process,
(2) problems in the aequhit:lon or teaching of readihg
I by the pooi, retarded, bilinguals and non-lateralizcd
pecsoas, _ ' :
(3) systematic progrm for early reading instruction,
(4) evaluation and offcctivono_n of insgtruction.
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Each of adheres to".onc implicit and, at times,  explicit i

the reading progess is all ahout. The prevailing
conference picturos the 3ct of toading assa linear,
"bot tom-up® procoso analogous to speech pctcoption followed by
co,prdhcnaion. except that reading has the addcd, initia]l -problem
- of rendéring the print into speecR. Both the theory and practtce
‘of beginning reading instuction 1. to assume that the process
order dictates the tnstructional order, hcnco the ctress on. the
decoding proces- of translatinq print ;nto sound. - o
widespre;d use of oral’ roading appears to be‘consistent ‘

" - with thil vicv since whcn a child renders the printginto acccptable
sound, s/ho can be Qaid to "read.” Danks and rearsfﬂin the1r exami-
nation ot vhat tran.piros in oral rcadinq, adopted a’two—stage,
li.nca: model aqaixut which to assess whether oral rnadi.ng involves.
one or both stages. .I think phat it should be made c1car,th§; this

_ analysis treats the oral production as a 'dopcdd;ht.neasure,' i.e.
an outcbme which is obcarvod or recorded in ‘gn experiment. The
stages are hypothatical cntitioa.a:oun.d to : prior to and/or
during .the dutcome obaotvod. By dofinition. decoding. has to be in-
volved and the central quoctlon now ‘is whcthor or not understanding

. of what has been read or what one %s about to—read. inf}uonces one's

(Y

oral produckion. . » ° - Yo

. After surveying the 1itorlturo, Danks and Fears leave us yith

a rather unlatiafactory conclusion: one can, undcr-sono circumstances
and ppocial conditions, dcnohstrate that comprahenlicn curs im

oral Tesfting. What does this mean for the toach®F7 What does )Zg

imply .for the practice? ‘Their conclusi cortainly dool riot imply




. bute procedures for advanced readers ﬁhidh could be adapted for use
~ on younger subjects. Here, one deliberatoly manipulates syntactic

~—

) Peari “need to conplotc their approachfis/to manipulate another :
.factor which cloarrikultect- docodinq {say, for example,.clarity of ’
. print or acoustic confusions among worda) If they can show additxve

. adequate to ansyer it. As far as practice is concerned, if the

- mation: to tho text and if the teacher is not prescriptive .about how
the child says what he reads and if the teacher does not stress adher-

. -

r . : - . .-
that comprehension is neceadary for oral readifig or that it is a = -
. ' *c -~
chnractoriltic found in the early reader. - . )
What seelms to be required is a more direct way, of studying the

qyoztion Danks and Fears (sec also McConkie, thil Yolune) contrx-

and/or semant ic rolations within the lentcﬁce 80 that if the reader -
is using the past to predict what l/he il about to read, violations
of the relations would %fad to a- disrugtion of the‘on-line, reading
performance. This method is.consistent, in p;r;n with procedures,
used in cognitive psychology to assess stages df processing (Stern-
berg, 1969) where ont‘ilnipulates a variable, A, which is known to '
affect Stage 1, and a lecond variable, B, which'is know tq,affect
Stage 2: If Stages 1 and 2 are indcpendont "then thc effects of .
factors A-and B "add" in the treatment qf the de;a. What Danks and

effect-, then their qonoral model is supported, at 1east on the
assunption of two 1ad¢pcndcnt,qtngoo. However, the .stages need not
be linear or ‘seguential;’ they could be parallel or overlapping.
Non-additivity would suggest an inboractivc ("bot tom-down?") model.
Thus, Danks ang Fears have raised an interesting thooretical
issus. The oxintinq litoraturo and experiments, howcver, are not

teacher accepts thc child's oral production a- a reagonable approxi-
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' ence to 8- particular phondlogical e;prelsion of lanquagq, then ‘it

vould appear that oral réading is a ussful method.
" In a tinilar but more’ explicit vicw,‘La ?erge provie:s a nicro-,
aly-is of the decoding procel-. Be also adoptn.a 'botta--up A

. model where analyaip goes from unspecified features to'iotterl to ¢,

Clusters to words on the visual sidq and fron corralponding phonenes
to syllables to lorphcn.t and vbrdl »on the acouatic side. BHis main
concern {is with the quoltionl-‘ Baw ao we recognize a word? and Bow
db-we acquire the necellary structures to do lo? The latter question
prodominatos.‘ N . - /

Thn value of La Berge's approach is that it is analytic. .One
can break down the visual stimulus into romponents and then specu-

.latn about wvhat the reader must consequently do in ordhr to perceive

and intetpret that stimulus as a uord " The focus of the approach is
on the reader's unit of analylil. .o - L ‘
‘These units, sgretimes referrod to as "codes"” when thqy are’

_ represented internally, have to become structured or linked within

"and.across modaliti.el.e That is, visually, a word must bé decombonabié

into letters 4 lower lovcl featyres) and‘thole units must have
saneAcorrespon ing relation to their acoustic counterparts. La Bcrge
sunnarizes via diagra-s several po-lible rolational structures within
the visual system. BHe argues strongly for the dovtlopnent of -"conr
textual® nodes which allow the reader- to perform the analysis at

" different levels of unitizing. Be omits, houcvdf] the relations

between the vildll and lcoultéc nodes, lO much tho concern of tho-e

-who téach liqht-laund correspondence. - . . °

@a Borqo shares thc probleas of any genoral feature model
(cf. Gibcon nnd chin. 1975). What are the basic units and how can

— they be ﬁdontifiod? Bow are tho units reprelcntod Lntornally? How

¢
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_are they analyzpd aud acqpirod? Bow do they becoﬂo oonbinod? These

L~ quootions and ‘their answers reprosent only a snall part ef the more

gouoral prbblen of héw we recognize objects or pattorns.- A feature
annlysis roquires oanething like an analysis-by-cynthesis model
( Cho-sky. N7 and Ealle, M., 1969; Heisser, 196%7) for completenesx
\lllod‘l - . ,' ' _d\
The appcal of the featuro approach i. that one can, by contrast-

ing minimal pairs, lhb& that letters-or words dif!er by certain v

[

features. 'Thé questicn arises as to whether or not these contrasts’ -

are necessary or are made in reading or wofd recognition. 'The

luccgla of the whole word nethod and other forms of vxsual form R

recognition may very vall rest upon the fact that any visual con-

figuration, indapendent of contrast, can be perceived, identified

’ and suh.equent;y labelled as x confignration gg_ se. )

' There are two other aspects. of La Berge’ s paper. upon which I

-would like.to remark. Pizpt cortextual nodes play a role akin to
“control processes® vhottby the child can, at will, direét Qgr/his
attention to units of wnrying size. La Berge assumes that- such nodes

L have to be Q;Eablilhod as & prorequioite for the Iater unctization £

'‘of letters into clusters and words. The postula;idh of the context
node, hou-vor. seems to push tho qnostion furthqr»inaide th‘lreadez 'g 4
. hnnd and it remains unclear to me how and uhat theto contextual nodes
-"mandtmﬁnehoyaxuc. N \
’ . A second / related point is that the ohild alroady has f'xighly
dcyolopod speech by the time reading occurs. Contrary to La Bergo' )
clqil children do not perceive the spooch ot another assan undiffor-
cntiatod stream (opooch spoctrograns do, thouqh) Thoy can segment
vo:dl and produce them as in. *say 'dog,’ Johnny It segmontation'.

9
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d:l.d ndt occur, }-m could Johnny aay "dog?"" In addition, w\limu
(thh volume) has shown t’hat children who are  poor ln.rnerl in gmh

ly can be used to transfer u’cntation strategies to thc isolation
of initial word consonants (which wallach claims is so i-po.cihlo)

V"It may be that thd higher order units are alzoldy mill'.ble in—'u;
acoustic dwain tnd that by Gcitalt principlu of grouping and spacing
of letters, 1ottu_.-:ou1.qurat1on. can be u-uﬁntoa to these units.

. Pinally, the co-occnrmco of some coabinationn of letters nore fre-
quently than others must play a role. One can specify a pet of rules
for cmbining consonants and consonant clusters pluz vowels, e.g.

' STR + vowel or sp + (r,1) + vowel, and these are presumably derived
frc- the. child's noticing their occurrence . in spelling patterns.

In striking contrast to La Berge's nicroanaly-is is the macro-
analysis of reading by Gregg and Parnhn-niggdry who valiently trie.
to meet 2 request for an information proceuing approach to the task.
One has to agree \uth their goals that one would like models to be“

" explicit Tke probleém with a comprehensive model, especially for
1o.othing as’ complex as reading, :I.l that there are too many opt:.ona
within the framework. ,

The model proposed is also linoar, a string of palt models do-

- ve?o/pod for different purposes - in cognitive psychology and artificial ’
. intelligence, and duling with different problems:, attcn_tion. short-
tern memory, semantic memory etc. Each of these, in turn, is but

-

’ -

one toptcmtattvc of several alternative models, only part of which
are verifiable. This linear string of linur processés taithfully
reflects some' of the better approachu‘in cognitivo boxology but tho

. :thomt uqucntiality fail- to capturo the-interactions bstween the ‘

systems that must occur 4

i
. .
) ¢ ‘ .
[ , - . . q
,
. . . . .,

N ‘
can isolate lynablen from words quite readily and this skill apparent-

A

|
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- ) ) I.wi.lh that Gregg and ?imha;-blqgory ‘had dwelled more on their
! briefly-presented taxonomy of readi.ng tasks rather than on the ‘nodel-.
, One could u'guc tl'a't'.ln analysis of the re'adiné task as well as the
. Tesources and skill of the reader con:tituta the noceuary prerg—
quisites to the developnent of an infpnution proccuing nodel/ As
. " it now oi:and., the model they prount could exist if reading never
pccurred; it is thus a model ot a general information processor).
- Their table which nnnarize. the taxonomy-seeks to be more. than
" two dimensional. It contains an implicit developmental model, moving.
from pre- to kibled‘ reading levels, thus cliuitying the pverall _
state of the reader. The sight-sound correopondences are analogous. -

to thou described prcviouuly ‘except that at cactg level there is

W

» . the useful -addition of a set of rules for the use and ccnbination
‘ of the stored feature, letter or word list. Task complexity is
. ' another’ feature and‘examplgs are given vhere the child is asked to-

Just read a letter versus read with feeling (add prosodic features),
asked to rgéognize a fq/.gurc versus provide a diagram of.it (recogni-
tion versus reconstruction or recall), asked to find the meaning of - -
a single ;vord versus rea/.,ogu.ng through a l.ogical proposition, asked
to £ind the- 'uaning' of a word versus the meaninq of a longer narra- |
tive. Each of these tasks demands a model in its own right, but " '
thcy sengitize us to what is boing asked of reader ‘and fqrce us
to begin to ‘wonder on how each’ of these is ttconpli,shod A further’
ducxipticu would be most welcome and more in,.tho spirt of an infor-
ntion processing analysis.
Qof the th:q papcro .on thoory, La Berge s alono in addressing
the"problem .of acquioition of skill. I am afraid that practitionlér
“ are going to ke _disappointed with the prcun offerings. . For some
. ’rmon, cun'ont theomical work in- cognitiv‘ psychology and informa-
. ,' ) " tion proccumg seems prcoccupiod with dotailod description of, tk‘ ’
; undorlylug mechanisms, ‘operations or processes by which a person .
o sclves a problem task rather than the mechanisms by which, the know-

r
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) probabiy becauu ccnpnters, the main'analogy for ‘most Lntomtion R

: proccui.ng modch, opcnte on ‘data but.do not acquire cithor the
,datc or .the operation. B § is also, historical--loarning was clouly.
.identified with the unpopular behavior:l.tt traditién., This contimmd

Trabasso '

} r A . . .
1ddge and skills roqui:ed to :olvc the problcn are lou:nod.- mwlo’
often in tho form of liat structuron, is g:l.ven not darivod 'l'."h:ls :I.s

<N

nogloct, however, by modern cognitivq; pcychologicts niy prove to be
ane- of ‘the ujor stuﬁali.ng blocks in its path to anmrinq our, q'ubc- ‘

W

‘tions successfully. One value of returning to a loarning orientttion,
. rogtrdlcu of ideologyo {s that one aeeks to knéw the conditions | 1

nndcx which learning is prawtod as well u the pquible mechanim
fo: its oporation. Even in La Bcrge s ac.count, too much is left to . -
'automticity and unspeciﬁed ways "of change. mre is a seri.ous

\p.cd for a revival o: inotructipna). and. learning theory here

McConkie reflects this lament vith a serios of disturbing quo
tions about our aumlptionh of. the skilled and beg:l.nning readers ' as

. \nll ap our genoral lack of real knowledqe about thun. nccmie's .

solution, however, is decidedly eupi:ical- one can, he asserta, leatn
umch about reading by mcut:l.ng eye novunents du:i.ng itl occurrence.—
Bovover, thi- approach, thu: far, um -to bo restridted to .the more *

.advanaed and pldor. ak:ulod reader. The quostion is, Can one, as in

‘by ctuﬂyinq eye movements; its product is studied later. The problem

the Danks and rout on-line procedure, adapt tbo method for use 1n§
the .tudx_ of the beginning reader? 1- the nye the pathway "to the mind

of either the early or skilled reader? _
' In. McConkie's -puica]: approac‘h, one studies the act of readi.nq

is that even upitical oburvation must be guided by some theoretical
orientation, even the choice of variables to ,be manipulated. One
needs to examine the reasons for one’ s ultction of variables, both

independent and' dopcndcnt. - - /, e o .

L
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. auggests, have a biol ical basis.’

having to do with how « rity populat:l.ons can achieve hteracy com-

<t S " 689"

uccoakic s cwtributton should not be. underatod He and his ,
eollcnquos hive developed ‘reliable on-line methods  for studying how .
mch :I.nfomtion can be tlken in during fixations qu .saccades by a \},'
emputor-contraned procodnre whero cbanges in the matofial being 4:
rold ‘are made eontingent on cymvmnt-', His finding hat fintions
1ncr¢uo in the face of semantic ‘change indicatn that ccuprehension
processing occurs during the fixation.. nowever. hii £indifg that
sanipulation of. tho size of the.perceptual span was unrelated to -

}

;

i

“the subsequent rctentioa of the material would have led me to con- i
. clude that.eyenovmnts or at least porceptual span were unrelated 1
‘to reaqu%conpmhens:_lon. }ppgzontly, readers are flexible in the J
|

|

strategies khey use and can overcome some limitations imposed on them.

.o {

Problems ‘

gnistic, social and bolitical and, :Ln some cases, they may, as Mackworth
7 q |

satalicio and Simons treat cur:'ont locial and political

parable to that for membexs of the nfddlo-class, white American society.

. In Watalicio's bapor he cont:al question is whet er,pr not ’
litoracy should.firet be achieved in'the child's native anguage.
There are uvo;tl probléms here. There a'ppun to be mo~homogeneous
group of Spanish or Black Englikh speakers in the Unitod S f -

Y

..one taught the nativp language, cpe would be adoptlng a otandard,

codified Spanish <t Black English at variance with the spo;kor'l ‘dia-~
lect: Further, it .is unclear wheth ,there would be transfer of a -

'pooltiv. nature between the reading 3 ievenents otvth'o. first and

sédeond ;amuaqu. Givon the need to make tmadjustmeht {n the sight- '

-~ . 01

.J\ ‘ ‘-
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S - ‘sound corrupondcace (sinco thc alptnbet is nct X cyllabury for
\ \ -eitho:). n:l.ght wcll énti.cipatc inteérference. - - ;',;

Eltal:l.cio's analylis is based on the auumptiqn that the train-

: would be coquenti.nl.. learning to read first in/one'y. Mtivc '

1 guage followed by learning to road in one’ a second ltngp.aqc.
Pat Suppes, in ﬂiocuuion, raised nhat I rogard as a-fundamental

- altcrhative: Why nct -eonsider parallel training where children learn *
to readr in ‘each languagc according to their respective conpetence? .
The trai ing is done cinultmocualy but aepgra;oly. " By keeping the -
training eparate,, one can: acliieve independent bilingualism (see ]
Riegel and recdlc, 1970, - -who dlscuss different kinds of bilingualism),

. ( and minimize .negative trmfcr. chardlcu of whether the child was:
\\ f

to learn to réad in either one or two languages, what the child kriows
linguistically\vill have to be taken into account as good.' educational
practice. If thgre were q:neral languagse arts train:l.ng in each’ ’
' “language, reading ‘would be/natural part of the curriculum and hardly
* -rcirclutionary. I dca t think one need be 80 peuimistic as uatalicio s
careful and ccnplctc\dilcuuiqﬂ of the. inun lead one to be.
simons puts the- }arcbldn more in the role of the speakar of the’
) nonatandard dialect. b asks whether speaking Black Bnglish vernacu-
. lar 'interfcrn" with acéuisition of reading. His answer is that
.. there h li.ttlc or no v cncc to cupport the idea. that a mismatch
:bctwccq cnc's language and that of thc standard i,s intortcring ﬂhilc
" b he “may be correct, one liJu to havc seen cxpcriuntc that were ’
S mro unutivoly duignod on\ the iuuo. That is, one would hcve to
tches are, ulcct mtctials to be read

‘ .

‘or lolrnod vhich are rcprount tive nmplos of these ni.mtchu,
motivate vwhy one would ‘expect t
* process uodci and test for its- occurrcnco. including conttol items -

\dhich shonld not i.m:orfcrc. Prcd\ simonc' :cv:lqw, I did not; fchl tr.

. / -
(RN + . . .
- ) . . ‘

see interference by a psychologicnl .

A
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juch of the Tesearch met these stringent; but mininal, criteria.
Since the most obvious differences between alack and White epeakere
appear to be phonologioal, Black English epeakere pay have the most
difficulty in having thei: oral reading roduct *accepted by the
" teacher (cf. Danks a.nd Pears, this %o Ny .wte the problem
elsevhere than in the reader's head. - ‘ ‘

In discuuione of Black Bnglieh,l;r‘i;ers of.ten fail to uke
dietinction between standard mglish which is codifieg and written °
versus otandard' English which is a prefe:ren epoken form, oetensibly
‘that used by the radio. and television broadcaetere (who frequently
read reports, edvertieenentl etc. eloud‘) or by elementary school .
tesclers. If ‘the speaker of 2 Black English dialect is. Meicized
- for his/her pronunciatioﬁ. then, as I saié before, the interference
is not interpal to th¢y readen but external in the teacher/child
interaction Bence. Simons® ehif.t to the dialoguq anaJ.ys:.s as a
souroe of ideas about what takes place’in the cleseroom and beginning

. rea,ding instruction ie Q very ree\oonab}.e tack. In these kinds of
obsen?ation, one can find sources of miscomu‘nication anl failure
to accept d-ialect variation. )

Courtney Cazden in" her commentary, discusses th}s approach at
length and I want to add - briefly to it here. Theae investigations of
comunicative strategies fenable us to "'take a walk i the classroom
and see what goes on.t. Simons, on the other hand emphasiZes whe-t he
" calls nan-sﬂared assumptions in the failure'ta communicate.. If one is
intereeted in the ecquieition process or didactic e..‘.fectiveneu, it
would’ ee- “to leful to look for the acceptence or: rejectlbn
etrateqiel (Nelson, 1973) of the child'e oral production as well as
other reinfofcement or modellirui:\l:avior'on the part of the teacher.

-~

. rhe .emerging emphasis on teacher 1a, mother/'child‘intenctioh in .

. , ' .
. - 4

al ' - v
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. cam.m:l.cativo uttings tends to yiol’d highly datailod ducr ption v./
_but lacks econalical data reduction and theorotical force. ' One neodn
to have some a priori guidance on what to. observe and on how to re-
duco the potontial nass of obnmtional data vhich flow fron this
descriptive-analytic approach. - .Can one find protocolo of good and

‘mcccutal. teacher/child interchange? Tan ohe cdupare these with .
poor protocols? Would such contrasts help teachers learn better
teaching and communication .strategies? . s oharod knowlodgo and
umptiom s0 critical as simons would have us believe? Teaching
situations are -ones wheré knotuodgo is not as yet shared and the
gm is transaission to achievc sharing. It seems less a matter of.
shar:l.ng knovlodgo or .assumptions than t&n teacher's being more sensi-
tive to and acceptmg of the child's attmpt:. _

Mackworth's papo: suggests that some reading disabilities may
have a clear h:bolog:lcal basis. Children whose speech appears to b‘
of n:l.xed laterality, i.e. locatod in both hemispheres, also show ‘
doficits in Linquictic and spatial skills. I wondered whether or not
one could use the laterality tests as a prodictcr rather than pe con-
tent with them as correlates. That is, measure a child's laterality
(and per’hapo oth,r linguistic and spatial skillo) prior to the teach-
ing of readinq If one had a reasonable number of children who show

. the ‘different kinds of laterality Mackworth describes, one cduld make
up a 2x4 table for reading success/failure by the fow laterality
categories: Would onq ﬂﬁ’ a significant in-square, showing a rela-
_-tion between ueannzauon and reading pe:fomnc.?(/a. the Mackworth
"rcvidv' now stands, we only know that qhildrcn vho are .brain damaged
.or of mixed latorality have visual and opatial skill problm wh!.ch
are related con'olationally to readi.ng The cells of thp table aro

woefully incomplete, making for poor science. . . a
L — <, coee , ‘ .
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I.also raised but failed to get answers on-the following queetione:,

What is the frequency of .occurrence of indeterminate versus mixed
laterality? BHow accurately is the latter aeuu.:ed? What causes nixed

laterality? - Can persons of mixed latenlity be tre:l.ned to reed/a‘e‘pitc

their viml/epethl problems or are these dqticite a pemanent “hand{i-
cap? I vas particularly bothered by the strong inferencee being made
" vwhen childxen actually per%ned a.task but were regarded as deﬁ.cient
whén they were, in fact, merely slawer. That is, they could: do the
tasks, but took longer. That tacthe an entirely ditferent mea.ning
than when a child cannot do something. Mackworth was leu than care-
ful. (and criticel) in her preeentetion of data and inf.erencee. ‘ -
‘ o . o=
This section deaie nclt closely with one of .the conference
subject tiﬁee,\n/mly early reading practice. As we ehall see, eath
program ie motivated by some implicit theory about the reading proceu.
I recognize that to construct and. implement a teading program
repreeente a considerables undertaking and I. should hope . to temper ny* :
cr:l.t:l.cal r-ax)u because of this cone:l.deration. In this conference, . '
’ £our progrm were d“cribed two of which are prereading or supple- ]
mental’ (those of wauac‘md williams) and two ‘of which are full °
programs. ot these, the first two and the Ney Primary Gredee Reading
System, reviewed by Popp, are  "bottom-up® approaches and emphasize
decoding skills. The fourth, Scott Poresman's Reading Unlimited, also
revie;ved by Pcpp, is a "top-down" approach, uphuﬁﬁg the use of
| the child’'s knowledge of the context in which the storiss occur. The
—prograu are eu!t:l.cieutly complex : and varied to virtuelly defy simple
contraste. Popp s informative ccnperincne and criti.cin repreeent a

genuine service. .

)

-
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' Pcrhaps the ltrongut clain- are thou made by Wallach. EHe
a:qnu that ,phoneme identification skills are a nocﬁioary prerequis-
:lto for learning to read. ono supposes that 1! thJ particulu' reading
program -phalizu docodi.ng and phoneaic -k:l.].].s. f.hon he may be
correct. It 1. hard to see how thi- ¢1a1- holds fo: a p:oqm such
as the one dovolopod by Scott Poresman. * Perhaps ﬁlhdli‘i basis for
his claim ro‘ts \dth the bauli.no against which hq began -and the
success his tutors had with a difficult n-blo of | potential readers.
The. probl.- with acccpting his claim is q'n:l.te li.nplo. however, ‘since
the m-ic:idontiﬂatlon training is but one part of a ].u.'gor
program and vl.thoﬁt a control caparim one cannot doci.do what Ted

_to ‘the mcnon he tlai.n This problu. namely, vthat ‘control com-

. tation.’ - 1a Berge might ses Fow to relate the visual and acoustic
‘systeall by 'nn,cmination of how uq-_nntatiop and blending are

parisons are nocouuyﬁ.n order to doci.do thnt a program is what it

"claims, holﬁs gor all programs and is not unique’to wauu:h‘l. |
“one rohuon that phoneme identification or ugntntation :I.c dift. g
cult, both for adults and children, is that the phoncac is nota

basic, p-ychological \mit. wuum' (this volume) roviu and pro--
coduru mnt that ono can noro roadily ugmt and identify sylla-
bles and that luch training can be used to gct across the notion of
ugnentatioﬁ of scunﬂs within words. ' The New Primary Grades System
uses visual aids as mic supports am!q“> ‘physically ‘demonstrates

via blocks vh:lch can be moved togothcr and apart tho idea of segmen-
I

achieved with the uon-print visual and acoustic cues used in this

‘pfognn'.

g Another reason. for tho difficulty of the phoneme :I.dcntiﬁcat:l.on
task 1s, thlt there is not a clou correspondence bctvm pbonnu

 in isolation with thou uqnontod from a word.-'The initial comon*

* A
4
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of the m'm,man sounds like "muh" not /m/. Furthex: ‘iﬁ tying this
to letters, since !nqlish alphlbd: is not a syllabary, the lettor
names amd sounds diffoz from the phonanl. These differences must |
"be an uldttiml source of confysion to the child.. The dif.ficulty
is further compounded when phenemes‘are "blended“ ihto words since
thoy chimo when cc-binod with other pbonmo 80 that they are no

1009-: clouty rocoquiublo. ‘\ ’ y

|
|
Given thuo oonzm of d:l.!ﬁculty, It is j.npreuive, indeod. 1
tlut wallach lu'ccoodod. '.l‘hirty-oix wooks of tutoring strikoo me as
rather extersive and intmivo ‘ahd one must wonder whether that ' i
mc_l:\mining is both necessary lnd worth it. Wallach's reporting )
.on -uce.n is hard 5" jnﬁqo since he roporto propoﬂ:iom passing ]
at some porccnti.loi level without controls. The evaluation 'is done,
not on nadiny portomnco, but on- ota.ndardiud. ruding-roadimu - }
‘tests. How well do the children do when they are taught to read? |
Willisme, in ‘comtrast to Wallach, is more modest fn her claims
, and program. axo workod with childron who Mrwords of leaming
problm wvhereas mlluch s children were lmi class. 'Williams -
offers a stronger oxpcri.-cntal rationale for hor choice of procodurea

and materialé. Ber program was dmiopod as an alternative to the

discredited perceptual-motor training approach. She is cognizant
of the literature on phon:l.co and rocognizod the problems auociated
with phon-l nqi.gauon and#blonding (smnxnu.: ot al., 1974) '

, and, as a concoquonco, adoptod thc ouior syllable uguntltion pro-

codu:o Sho also und ofﬂ.ciency criteria £or trai.ni.nq phonm
ducnlination, analy-u and ngncntation uch as avoiding acou-tic

. and ﬂ.sunl contulions, mo ot blonding, use Qf short words such a8
. t:i.qr-l ‘(cat, boy etc.), all of which have a ‘basis :Ln the research

4
s

17




_ evaluation of what aho had aceo-plithod T

‘Learning’ Ronlrch and Development Center is a h.l.th,y‘ structured and

' ent from Popp's review that mi.ng {s minimized although it would

'‘New Primary Grades Reading Syot-. than she did for Scott Poresman, |
' although she also praised the latter more. 'The examples provided,

‘student. - It is unfortunate that those who designed the Reading
Unlimited program were not more _careful. in the conntruction of darill

_ingg but it, ‘or should I say, they have an influence on reading.

Trabasso R - | - - . S
litmtu:o The main problems have to do" with. how well her program -
blends into chtinq ones, vhether her studonto show tmsfer snd

The New Pr:l.nry Grldo Reading Syctca dmlopodhro at’ ;ho .

full phonicl-oricntod program. It is clmly a 'botto-up approach,
adhering closely in prineiplo to the buic tboo::y cubscnbod to by
noct of the participants boro at tho contoronco. It u quito appar-
seen that meaning must.occur’ in the workbooks, read alone etc. If. N
the materials and procedures place such a heavy stress on basic
phonic skills, T kepg woadcri.nq' as. I learned abt':ut‘tho program what
it whs that would sustain a child throush such & program. The proof
is in the pudding. If thc ¢hndr¢n move from this program i.nto the
middle grades and show good rudéuq nchicv-ont, fhen some kind ot.
fundamental basis was laid. Popp could have prqv:l.dod us with some
evidence on evaluation here (or perhaps it is too soon?).

Popp provided less :Lx; the way of ciitical commentary on the

especially thon on fairy taln, cortainly cuggut the scott roromn
program would be the more lnto:utiag one to participate in-as a -’

and test items so t‘hat both reading and comprehension are assured.
Popp » criucim of these items are worthy of study and should be
of use to the tut construction poople at ;gtt roromn

Aside from the Rudlng Unlimited program, this conf.orcnca has
not addressed the quution of “"context.*® Context has several me

- . 18
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Oone context is the word. :I.tTlf It !‘ well lcnovn thc letters are

more easlly u-ntifiod vhen' they occur. Ln words than vhcn- they occur
um-wrd lcttc: strings or alone, thc so-called *word .uporiority'
o!toct Aaothox comtext is the sentence itself. Bere, the otbor
. vaﬁh lndtho-anmgful rolatﬁuu anong th- allov thor‘ador to
mticiputd something about the rmining vom to bo road. 'rhh
idea, 1in pu-t ia contained in ’tho Ruding Unlimited program. Selec-
©. tiomal rutrictiom cn verbs can playa role here as: :
(1) ‘The firmer plowed the '
(2) Tho farmer fed the
In (1), the verd *plow". takes on an inanimate objoct vhile in. (2),
"fed” most likely has an animate object

-

Another "tontext” is across sentences. Consider the £qllowi.ng ) -

. three giin of sent§nces vhich pave Nicholas, one of my a'tutfolnf,a at
Prihcctm, devel v _
(3) Mary had a little 1a-‘.b Its flom wns wh}lto as snov,
. (4) Mary had a ‘1ittle lamb. She lpill.d gravy and nint
jelly on her dress. e
(5) Mary had a lsgtlc Iamb. .The delivery was a difﬁcult_
cne and, afterwvards, the vet needed a drink. o
fn (39, *Mary” refers to a nn:lnqu.:hyu characto:, a little girl
who 1: followed about by h‘z pot Ialby "had* allu&u to ovncrlhip.
‘and the wimal is ui.vo ln&’mlg. in this context, The nhocp does not .
fare so well in (4). uu'y horc i. probably human and female (the -
new dress allows this inference u wpll): she my bo a child (having
spilled tood) The references to gnvy and mint j,lly, bonvor, indi-
cate that tho.‘,JaIb is a noal,*not a pet, only a small portion ot

wvhich Mary ato. rinally, in (5) above, thc references to veterinarian
and a difficuls dol:l.vu'y’ nuggut. ‘that uary has given birth to a mll

-

s
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/l_aﬁnndh,honolt,autmm !'bomt-nrd:ablytnaduit, -
~' . male buman beind whose profession is to tend to sick shimals; the
’ drink, prumlbly, is an alcoholie beverage mm% td enable tho
vt to relai after the difficult delivery of the Ammb. |
- ; ) This cursory analysis reveals that a conlid;z:ablo }ount of
. lmeivkllgo--ubaut nursery rhymes,.ownership, pets, J.k&tlo‘glrlo, sheep,
‘o food, inimal biiths, veterinariaiis and alcehol--must be brought to
botr in grder to understand sentences (3)-(5). '
- Anothoruaningo’tcontext, again one that i.usodbythq
'Reading Unlimited program, is the knowledge of the ‘world that the
roadot -has at. hu ‘disposal to i.ntorpnt the umtng of tHe print.
+ Consider tho following pissage takcn from a atndy on couprehen-’
sion and- memor'y by Bmotord and Johnsor (1973). "Read over the
’pustgomdonifmcanundcntuﬂmtit is about:

-~
e e

‘The P is actually qu:l.to simple. First, yo’
: arrange. things into differemnt groups., Of course, one
pile may be. sufficient depending upon “how much there is
?tode. IfyonhavotogoMotooludue to lack of .
. facilities that. is the next step, otherwise you are pretty
wal . It is important not:to. overdo things. That is,
15 is better to do too few things at once than too many.
“mn the short run, this may not seea. izportant, but compli-
catibns can easily ar A nistake ‘can be expensive as
well. _ At first the proceduse will seem complicated.
,Soon, ver, it will became just another facet of life.
It is dif 1t to foresee any end to the necessity for
this task in the immediate future, but ‘then: ons can never
: - . tel After the procodure is completed, one arranges the
< mat 1s into different groups again. Then they can be .
: S ' put jnto their appropriate places. Eventually, ‘they will .
T T be uséd once more and the whole cycle will then have-to
- ~ be repeated. However that is part of life. ‘“
~ N ' (Bransford and Johnson, 1973, p. 400)
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If you have not already f:l.gurod out what h boing “Paferred to,

in this passage, let me give you a hint: _:Lng_g;m Now does
it mpke sense? Bransford and Johnson (1973) showed that if the per-

son had the cmtct given to him prior to reading the puugo. recall .

wvas much qrottor. This result suggests that what the context words
do is to'allow the resder to br:l.ng into working BemOry information -
about what s/he is ubout to. :cad and to assimilate the nevly read
information into an qxistmq structure.
vhat is being read, then the process continues ‘smopthly; if not,
the reader might lose his/her notivati,on and. "tune out.” There is
another mloqy here: -It is virtuauy impossible to continue to
listen to a canmntion in a. hnguago you don't .understand or of
uhid( you hlve little undor.tamu.nq
of hearing and sensing the otrm of words is not cnough-. -In this
sense, cc-proh.m;.on is a part of apooch .porception and td‘adi.ng
££

luat ive

Of cthe eleven papers at this conference, only one is explicitly - -

concornod with answering a question of evaluation, namely that of
Gutld. muo,vlhrtuu. s.ifort. Tyler and Bdwvall.
Popp and Williams prountod gome data or considered it as a part of.
their contribution, but it ‘is safe to siy that evaluation has not
boonacontnl themes. Itabouldboorat lmtvoahouldcxpoct it
to ba -orp so in the future. Durj.ng the eontorcnco. one participant
told me that evaluation gets so little consideration because after
you have spent two or three years developing, implementing. and. im-
prbvi.ng upon a 'roading program, in addit:ion to writing it up.and pub-
lici.zinq it, you are too exhausted to do an evaluation. This ‘is
undegitandable.
bility. , -

4 :,

If the reader can ughilate -

Speech mqggtion in the sense )

Others, wan:;ch,

Porhapa tho conmr- should then take on the re-ponqi-

~

-
<
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" The responsibility is not ya.easy one as Guth::l.o aad his ’

colleagues foynd out. They began Qu: quo.t with a sepsible and
.:I.Qlo set of qmtim. quutionl to \du.ch all.of .us vquld lik;
to know the answers: Do. childron nood £oml reading instruction
to learn how to read? If so, bwmchinatmctioa is beneficial .
ml\dntundorkindlofinot ionmnootmﬁcial’ Dosoue
children benefit more. ‘from ohe Xind rud.i.aq Lnotruction than
other kiuh? nou i.nstruct:lcn bcncﬁ.t low achievers in reading?
}&fil are roumblo quutions.

- e The nzpthing. »ut dhappointinq. ruult is tbab we do not
Kave an adequate’set’ o! dnu to provide us answers on any of these

¢ questions! Guthrie’ md his colleagues took Vhat vas available from
an elaborate questiciinaire study carried cut by tho Educational
Minq Service for- lppa.tcntly cthc: parposes, Qnthzio et al.
haped $o be able to use these datd €0 ansver soms, if not all, 6:.
‘the n.bovo questions. Bu.ng mean scores of groups of children, they
carried out a correlatiomal study using analysis of variance and
covariance p:ocoduru. They could have, and pprhapa should have,

f/ used .:L-tj.ng’ multiple-regression procedures. .ﬁ(xco they could have .

47 obtained the same Heormation on main effects and interdctions,

* tmtod their variables as continuous rather thnn dhcontinuous or
even dichotm and also obtain regression weights or percentages
of variance accm;ntod for by thes smnl factaors unlor examination.
The most disturbing tlnq.i.bgto-pm the fact that the tests used
for reading skill by ETS 4id not 'show the same significant effects
or interactionse Bitho: the tests are mm:i.nq different aspects-
of reading or they ars measuring dit!orcnt upoctl of somsthing un-
known. . ‘!’ho lov {c{;o:@rrolatim among tests purportinq to measure

." i . . * i |
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the same abiljities is of concern. Of course, we don't know how

atcurate the -téaclie?/prindiple quntionnairc .data are anyway, ‘80

m’i ‘the- unrel Caﬁuity of measures way reside- :Ln misclassified

-eo:u for the indevmident variablu. ~ \// _.
. The Guthrie st g otudy is a goéd efample vhere a small, well-

: dui:qﬁiﬂ rcp:.nntaeiw; \nll-plannod. and woll-—mcat'od ggrﬁnent
-would havo yielded BOYé rolhhlo :I.ntomtion at 'eoui.dorably less

cost than the massivé mltmamtm-corrolltioul prdi:odurh. The
value of the cxporbo)z(l approach would seem to be that more cué

is ttkcn in' considezation and nntpuhtion of the independent b
va:hblu, e.g. mt the teachems actually do, and i.n selection of the

~ depetident nrwlu. e.g. what the child does. The’ rouapce upon

u-ro;iorto may rcprount a first approxinticn to vhat goes on,
butuuatlultonoltoprmfmvhatqouon.
I wish I could say - mthing moTe poaitivo o evaluation W
I m- said., I clurly thisk .we need more; I clearly oxpect we'll
see -move. .
\Eb emcluoion, while I don' '+ Xnow how romunéativo the con-
feres ) is of work on theory and practice on urly road:l.ag, I do

"know tlut 1 learned A qrnt ‘deal from each of the.contributors. I

mpbct that several of theas con’tt:l.bntors are-on the leading edge
of th. ﬁ‘.old. thlt research and programs- ‘on decoding. are junt coming
i.nto vogu. and that their effectivsness will be felt during the next
decads: I approciato tho opportunity to ﬂ‘.ﬂ:on in on what has and

vul be 'hlppcning
L ) / . .
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* ‘OPEN BYSCUSSION OF TRABASSO PRESENTATION '

.

LaBERGE: Tom wanta me to Join hin 4mr combat. I refuaeﬂvézause I actually agree’ 4

-with msany of hia'points, and certainly the dﬁ-ection ot’ his pri‘rities I

reading begIns-with the cye, it you close your eyes, ' you have o

trouble reading. " The. point '<13. what we pick up when ue look at songthing is

- o~
g

+ influenced by so.ething besides Just what's presented on the page. Whether we

. . . o -~ L - M
are going to look at parts “of a word deperids upon whether it's a new word or not.

=

Are -ve g’o:l.ng' to sound # oui:, "decode"- it? 6:’ course, the aft’luent _ reader -

has the option ot going doun to saller mits such -as parts of words; 1n fact

he could go down to the featurea o be lett.ers and detemfne tmetber or not the

>

bandwriting he is percoiviug is of certain category or not *

the kind oﬁ.contrbl a chﬂd has to learn to "pick of‘f‘ the first letter of a wrx

on cue or the tucher, or tbe last two letters. But what is the pature of this.

¢ . : |
interactfion? T7That's the big quostion,. . . el . ¢

-

What we bave been trying to do is to ‘assume context codes and very

caut:iousiy add what we think is required to account for the data, which we think

mist go hand in hand uit‘h'theoretical qhanggs. and .we are going quite cautiously.

-

-

You' saw* the bxpermnt' which - we talked about contrjol& of " levels of'
3 » ‘ . . ’
processing, and how we indicated the properties of a‘l'e'chanliu, namely contextual

nodes for uloctin; these levels. Jow, what we didn't indicate were the lines

« ¥ ‘

from the auﬂit.ory or from other synte-s--lineb for those systus to feed forward

"and intereact with what comes off the retini. That we haven't established. '(ye_

\
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dould drav lines,

Y
indication of hew this would be done.) , ’ . '

P

v

it is' easy to do that but there\ia ‘not clear experilental .

-

~

{ We aay not only do. eontextual ‘controla feed forward from the aoditory

.
I3y 4

ayate-a to deter-ine how we are going to look at what we see, but alsd, as 1

think you could have pointed out, it feeda forwa.rd tron the ’ co-prehension\

aysteaa .

_ Por a;uple, when -a chilq is cal’ied upon to anaw?r certain kinds of

qu'eatio_na, he may look at a word, he may look at a phrase, oe _may 1look "at a

par/phraae, or he may look at combinations of those. ' , ' - !

— 1

L3
0

The qups'stion. of how we should 'acc,;ount for this I think 13" answered by .a

1

-

- - -

atyle -of research,
inp.rinted upon, having gone to Stanford
top-heavy—-by top-beavy.

theorizing rush rar in adyance of i‘Bur data, pretty soon you find your t'heoriee ' .

. lore, and you becae defensive when you stand up in front of people

are »‘1aobd daily or veekly by results from you?otm laboratory that ofteb

" That As, a theoryg hat has lasted too long is proba

. ¢ unnt to laka one small reply, and that is it seems to me that if one ‘

and a particular style ‘gf reaearoh in which I have been i -

-

If you_,let your theory get too

1 /

I don' t mean top-downness, that is you let your

peoo-e less- and less testable, and you begin to want to, believe in them more and
N

I - ‘ v
But if you .

teé1l] you you are wrong, then you don't getzthe attitude of defendim a theory
!ou get tha attitude, which I think it is appropriate, of working between 'data

and tbeory. in a very, very close way, and you begin to learn that the virtue of

'-a' ‘theory 1s its ahort-ifyedneu. . _ ‘ :

not very uaeful It

abould auggaot the next éxperileea which should be carried out and also to

) indicate the prioritiaa of expern!hta. '

.’ a/

takes aeriouaiy. infomtion .prooeaaing and the task enviroment that one could

- B R |
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‘ - find in ‘the task enviroment the aequenciré of structured events uhich give rise

. »

to the inteyation or unitization. It is necesaary to have these in.order to

1ntegrate. 'rhe question is: Can you 1nfer hou things are aeqi.\enced, when
. A

unitization takes place, and the process by which it occurs? i
i ’ ' -

\
i

’ f

are you going to talk about- acquiring it? I put six models up there that

indicate the state of the ambiguity of the art right now. I didn't say science,

<
P * , &

> , reapect/Q experimenter.
A . ‘ . f - ’
' < TRABASSO: Dave LaBerge, Dave LaBerge, Dave LaBerge. R .

: % o

N ' ’ &

} . o '
“ LaBERGE: Mo, Phil Gough, Estes, Neal Johnson, and Gibson, hold views that

correspondijgto the several models I.just presented. I tried to present those

-

e

- v'rim in a neutral way. o
Oﬁ - . - ) ' -

'TRABASSO: I didn't, address my aolonta to tho]y"-odela.

.. - 7/ ) ..
'LaBSRGB: And untu you know what each of those lodela -holds, 1t is very

difficult to indicsate 'uhat ld.nd of pmceduf‘ea gre going to be used 1n acquiring a

wit.” . . . . . - f

A
[

,

If a it is foued ailply by 1ookins at tbe lettera,, and éo-biniug the

1ettcra, then you are going to tell ‘the kid, "Read every letter carefully." But

. if a word is made up )y picking uwp ‘internal felationships, such that the

.' individual letters are tipt_l.qtivited anyl'ore, a view that Gibson favors, thea you

are going to be counterproductive if you tell the child to look carefully at each

22 . .

L 3

"LaBERGE: Unless you understand bay & unit 1s constructed in 1ts function, by/

o, the art. I can name a person 1 believe for eath one of th’osee, six models, each a .

Y

N
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letter as he is Iearning the unit. ‘ : " N

. ;‘ . 4
RBSIICK: I think that 13 ‘not necessarily so. 'rhat kind of clail is based on the
asst-ption that what you teach the child to attend to is what the child will =be

7
attending to after he becomes. skilled, I don't lmou or evidence for ,;hi‘s in

reading., but 1 can point. to it clearly in early learning or addition These are

- experdiments that build on some of'Pat Suppes' work. At the agé of afx kids d.o a

‘

+rather complicated thing ,‘ where they set a counter to the larger of two numbers,

ahowiu t.hat they know something about. lawe of co-utativity, and then

1norelen£ by the smaller of two nmbers We teach thel a luch less elegant way
of solving the addition problem, but it is a teachable one which, in my
experience, the el t one is not. We teach thes to cont the m-'ber‘on the
left,’ andqtbén count out the number on th; right, and then put them 'together/
Whal we observe, over 10 weeks of time, is that they cbange from what we teach
them to what is the more elegant and efficient way of doing the job.

.
- nd
- -

-

e
I am *sure there aro such thinga happenj.ng in reading, and ve‘have to fouow i

- EREES
tbou ohanging procems e can't. assume that. because one lodel is what you

-

- obpened in a given person, there never has been another ane.

.

o

LaBERGE‘ What 'ro- is asking is exactly what conditions produce -that lovuent “of
change froa loold.ng at things bit by bit to looking at things in larger units?
That was his quoation, and 1 m under the impression that there were data

utsting in the field of reading that bhad cboun that overeaphasis in drilling

mall units, 4n ‘the pomptm pickup, was counterproductive for transfer to' |

picking wp l.u‘r tmita ‘nm-e are suihr 111ustntions in the field of music.

-4
¢

You can't do the fast passyges 1f you oonqentrate on each singlé not.e.

.2&'. L

L 4

-,

.‘
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@ axsucx. Is'there evidence that drill on the low level unl.ta dbes inhibIt  this

‘

t

© PR N~ '

> ~f

Tt tet" to hi;her lcve}?— Doos anybody lmow where that evidence is? A lot of us

ime that. L ' ‘- L .

. - E'd
—

. ~ ,
LaBERGE: lo, but that would be a very productive point ‘of the conference , if the

1lportanb question see-a “to b-inge on it, then we should go out and do sose

'mmuo . d

. . =

HALLACB: i1 think even the general work in decoding versus comprehension suggests
that tbe reality is a lkttle djfferent from what you just described.  You can

help the lq.ds cogprehend better by giving them word decoding training.

. L -
- R4 0 C w - - N i

. SR G .
LaBERGE: '°7b“'." that's not the question. Decoding training does not - specify
the level of decoding. - , . (

FARNHAM-DIGGORY: Chall has stuff on this, too. It's around.

- ’ e
-

-

. ’ ‘ - -J -+ . ' <
RESNICK: There. ar& lots of claims, but I guess I am wondering where the data is.

0
l, »

LaBBBGE. W#hat prompts a ;eacber to move up and tell a kid, "Say it all at once,, Coe s

don't jmt hep aounding it out carefully. s _ ' .-

’
’

\}ou-can hear when "a chfld mda't tbat his is‘wqrd calling That i;s one of .
the indioators of word’calling, un't it, the feeling tbat you get t‘hﬂt he is not
ahaping t.bo units, or ;rouping the units in a large way, three or\ four words
-together in X phrass. And I.bet eﬁy are not comprehending it. ° y .

A

NALLACH: 'You are implying an instructional hypothesis abaut how you ovércome the’
> . —_ . .
| 3 . 30 o -
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problem, and the hypethesis I ti:ink is necessarily correct. Maybe tbe‘y need more .

attention to some of the smaller units, if that's the probles that you are

. - !
[
-

¢ *

\»
WALLACH: " That's often the ’vay'leaming proceeds.

I find myself -on the side of a tenée that I haven't often been on.

-,

rd

“ Tom, you ar_gued for more éon'troll'ea, contrastive research, to apprais‘e
tbe'. eftectiveness of some ot the progrm that we discussed here' !o;: also
argnod/tor, as did Pat Suppes, more descriptive research in tbe course. of trying
out s‘e of these prograis . ;

»

Row, the deacriptive research I agree with entirely We need to know lqre"

about what actually happens ih the course of teaching kids. . -

-
v L]
&

Bomer, I think the argt-ent for contrastive research in gurriculup is one

that.. hu to bo oonsiderod very caretully Controlled contrasts are almost always

ilppuible .

ir ve rully didn't know anytbing about. how to tucb kids to md, then u‘

»

would be ablo eo Mmt uperilentl in which we-tried out : thod‘ or ?otMr, .
.and some worked um didn't. The fact is some ot us hes‘ succ;ed in
téaching kids to read, and even worse the public thinks they know -so.et.hing about

which of us moood and mij 'rlm), eoﬁtmtive 'experlhonu " t.urn ;aut to be‘

impossible. They are sabotaged by teachers whd will ‘teach what they think works,

mutr\m molulo it in a ourriculum or not.

31
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1 think we scientistslsometimes are a little bit too glib by saying, *Well,

what we really eought to do here: is try out these 'letbodo, and- make sure we can

control when the method works and when it doesn't.®

‘-
We have to work on defining some of the descriptive procedures., so0 that we

‘can make inferences apout what °parts of what methods are effective, without

-~

relying upon comtrolled contrast, which probably can't be done.

TRABASSO: !ou'lay by right: Okay Now, you are -sayitg the .prag-atics .don't’

allow {it,-- or 1t. is mlikely, and tberefok we sbouldn't do it. I am mot sure

PR

*

LESGOLD: Well, let'le Just give you an anecdotal example.

- It m of sme interesat a teu years ago ror tbe Mavy to find out wbethcr

ﬁ Vitamin C stopa colds. One, tbe of reasona they wanted to find this out was that

g

f\.
_/on submarines if one peraon gets ‘é,r"cold everybody gets a coldf So they

oonductod a nice controlled contrast uporhent Group A on the sub-arines got

-

v1tanin C, and f'oq) B didn't. Unfortunately the sailors had a theory about the

etrectiveneaa of Vituin C, too. Every time, the sailors came m&‘ port there

. 'was a ‘black urket in Vitdmin C. So there is no reason to believe tbat one group

get more of it than the other.
-~ . ) .
The same thing happens in schools all the time. The.teachar who is given &

systes using a whole word ébproach, but who really believes that pt;uo’nios works,
'a going to do phonics. “And ‘eéen 1f the teacher doesa't, ‘the parents are going

to insist on it, and even 1r the pgrenta don't. insist on it, I think there is a

mious ethioal\quostion m« doing oontrolled cqnirast research vhen you know the

only people you can get fpr subjects in such .eaperuents are the people who ars

' <
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. most likely to have the reading troubles in the firat place.

-
.
»

I think ve really have to learn as psychological scientists to be more 1like
astronomers than’ like - chemists and find waya. of confirming theory through
predictions about what kind of observations and what kind of correla,tiops of °
okeemtiopa we are'ukely' to see, as well as, pex;bape, by doing experisents that.

. < - TN
'suppo'rt pieces of bb ;h‘*e’ory on which a particular program uﬁsed.

. ‘\“_’ .
But I don‘'t think we can get very rar conoentration on controlled[

effectiveneas studies of reading. Reading isa’t like ?pirin You can ask a

»

person to have a beadacbe .in the intereet of research on upirin effectiverness.

Are we prepared to ask people not to learn to read?

- . e

’ _—

GREGG: Uell I am much caller now- than I was before, after that erudite

«

'diecusaion, but I do have a couple or pointe that maybe everyone around the table

understands, and it is just me that doesn't. . —

-

~ 4

1 heve heard at least three meanings &eociate&\tﬁb the concept of

-~

decoding, and rollowing the conventione of Quillian, ubo had decode 1, decode
#o

4

2, decode’3, I ghought 1 would like to propose the three definitions, ¥ then
1& us map whic o‘e we are goih& to call whixh one.
- o\ . ’ ¢

The firot one, deoodiﬁg 13 a oollection of sk.tlle neceewy to learn how to
'get leanug from the gnph-e code. I seeu to me that would be terribly

important, and ] propose that one.as D-1. ' )

D-é'ia the process of perceiving lexical units fairly automatically, when
} \
one reads, (t 1s the one that Joe Danks asd Ramona Fears used in their paper, the

Tirst part,. it is demdixﬁ, and then the next process is comprehension.

LN
v
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. But a third one is that it's the task that one perfordis when the norsal, .

processes of automatic percept:loé fail to generate some contact. with semantic

- ¢

seémory; _:'lt is sometiving that we fall back on.

I guess I believe that the decoding is up front. It 4s foolish, 1 think,
not. to jthink about reading, when you have to have something in front of you, it

has to be bottom uﬁ, at least for the first few seconds, or for the first eye '

.
Al
’

. fization. o .
STy S ' ’

S~ — —I-dé't know whethe?i_hia is belpful or not, but 1 r"eal-ly have had a ‘grea_t

' deal of trouble at . this conference (and the others trying to fighre out what

people meant when they said “"decode" and "comprehension," and when they start
talking about what the teacher should do, (implying an acquisitiop level), and
then throw in a skilled reader. le might expect quite different behaviors from

. . these situations. The role ‘of phonics, ' then, is ggf of a backup skill, or

. something that-would happ?n when ‘the visual perception fails. -’Think about what

would happen 1if a node in your se-a]:ﬂe mt\x‘wk would light up if ao-ebody came
EY

up to you and said "Msmm,® and this was supposed to somehow frigger off the first

.- 'sound of the word "Man.® 1 ,mever hear "Mmma®" when I say the word "nn"éo

<

.. obviously all of the phonics training is creating the right kind of sikills in a

very complex, visual, speech motor task, that ought be be analyzed in its own.

‘right. :

+




COMMENTS BYf RACHEL WEDDINGTON® -

RESNICK: I have asked Rachel Weddington if she véuld take a few minutes to tell -

us about some of her experiences. T .

' 5 . . at

WEDDINGTON: I was interested primarily in bilingualisa and black dialect, aa

called :uito se|ory ly-'experience as the reaident difector of a programs in Puerto

Rico, an exchame prograa called ‘Study Abroad." Jt was the first year that this

prograa m iatroduced in Puerto Rico for the Cf; University of New York. City -

Dnivarsity had prograss in Spain, England, Gernany, European countriea. The
C purpou of the progra- was t,o provide t.be opportmity for at.udentp who were going
<t.o teach in the llcu York acboola, to underatand the Puert,g Rican cult.ure, 80 tbat
vhen they came back to teach in the ghettoo—tnﬂ{u. York City, they would be more

mdgrstandim, bylpathet;ic, et cetera.

- - .

y oo, : .
In order for them to participate in that progras, they had to be’ proficient

- . v ~
in Spanish; ° most of the ‘students th-t/we,nf wvere either majors or minors in

_ ~— . ~

. 2

v
t

- .
The persop who went as resident dire‘ctor,al.o was \suﬁﬁond to be, proficient

in Spinish, but all of the people who were€ proficient in Spanish were unable to

/ &o, and bocauu' I had been off with students before, I was asked to learn Spaidish.

and go with the atu&enta So I consented to do 80, and I was sent to Madrid for
six weeks, a reflection of values of the acadeaic cc-unity Wonderful
cxpex;iemo for me in Madrid. 1 leamed very little Spaniu, and ret.urued ard .

i

went to Puerto Rioco. - - B

718 ~ -

¥

’
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' The students who had ma’jored in Spanish ﬁ(ad sajored, or course, in'Castilian .
Spanish, which is the “tpue" standard Spanigh, and 20 when they got to Puerto
. .' .Rico, people who said "gia-gua® were beyond the pale, I mean, abyo:ie knows that a

) bus is an 'ﬁ:ibus_" and pot .a ;'gm-gua.'-,,

Thus the City Bniveraitj' stuhents went t.hro.ugh a process of patronizing the’
‘Puerto Ricans whom they had gone there to understand. Bventually the social
. clasa gradienta got in rocus, and there was a realization that studénts from the

City University oi’ lew York, in‘relation to t.boee from tbe Universityof Pucrbo

Rico, ui:o were predominantly upper-class, were not vi any effect at all in ~
*  changing the language patterfis in Puerto Rico.
R It took t.ha at lmt a semester just to begin to get some -sensitivity “to

the fact £hat their nlue systes wasn't the dominant value syster that they ‘

N

were t.bere to learn inatead of as change agents, and eventually J.bey -began g
Ve . . - ' g
learn. .

r o, . _'// .
{ .

Dim'a paper yestqrdambrov.ght all "of this back, ‘becauae there is a ’

socio-cultural _gradient that'l involved in language learning. And t.be effect of
p it. is not considered at :11 u we have t.beae discussions. Jie emntially extract
/, a puré learning of cognitive prbportiona, without payim any attent.ion to the
ooneoliunt affective gndients that acconpany these learnings, and also the
subtle ulationsmpa that are conveyed. 1 have been concerned here about what I

at rint identified as hidden agenda, bst that would ilply eo-plicity and int.ent, -
uhich 1 don'f inm to i.lply 1 thin{k that there are uny implicit assumptions,

. wego along and take ror gnlted' such that 1 think we need to ‘make more explicit.

"3k I come as a teacher trainmer, ‘I am concerned with teacher education, ‘and 1 am very

/ .
*cb interested in what are the i.-plications of what is Deing exuined here for

teacher education. I am concermed about strategies. As we bring together people--

~ - 36 .
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" who are practitioners or interested in appncationa, and people who are

researchers, 1 rind that the bridge is not mate overtly, that we are left to

v _

infer the implications for teacher education. 1 also relt that aa. I rajsed

questions here, thit ‘1 was consu_mtly tangential to tbe ongoing thrust, it was
1 4

almost as if I were¢ 1ntenen1ng and utte-ptmg to change the course’ or the

direction of discuaaion, uhSch of course was not changed, it was like being a

L 4

' gadfly: 1 would put in =y queation. and the ,diocussion continued u\ong the main

channel.

- -

The question is: Is ' there readiness to perceive the ) questiona.; even

consider the questions. This is . not in the frasework of the ongoing discussion.
s . ) ’ . »

« >

I would 1ike to believe that there could be cross-fertilization. 1 said

+

that 1 would 1like to see the researcgers. the trainers of teachers and the
cluaroc- persomel get together and have & common cause. Even- as 1 hayg
listened to some of these diaouatens it seeu to me t,har there is a lové;nt

that is somewhat unilateral, and I woder bow -uch croas-fertilization goes\

4

between the nsou'cbera .

.
0

1 raised th’q question:. What would happen.if the study on eye movement were
, . . . ‘

put together with adverse brain 'iocations? What would happen 1f we put

r3

electrodes in the brains, and dound out .wvhat happens as those eye pousea' take
place, what are the gradients in terms of electroencephalograms, and would we get’

more information? My answer was: 4yell, 1 don’'t know anything about

»

oloctmdu.’f'" 1 doo’'t want you to ne'comz_'ny know about electrodes, i;lnt the
two of you to get together and.see what comes oqt: of putting together some of.the

. ¥

»
-

prooesses .
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1 think we are very,luch tied up with political and social orientations, but .
the reaction that I got to Diana's paper was: 'Bell; ve are caught in this bind,

and there is not very much we can do about it, because we are not in the |
. - -
political arena.® But I.do believe"_w:‘\:fref I think fhat we may go on and do :

research within the set framework. The hidden agenda are that we are

\

perpetuating and niq!,«?ng the status quo, and the question is: "Are we -

concerned with change?*

A\ ]

s - .

*

As 1 ustened to the discussions, I still Aee the arena of edbca}.ion being
the classroom and the school. I was very interested _in Wallach's use of
= community people, and projected to, "Well, it may make possible for parents to be

responsible for begiming reading." I can remember vhen the mandate came out, "Do

O

Dot teach your children reading at home, it will be done in the -scboola." It
‘13n't ‘necessarily being done in the schools, and maybe we can change and break
down the walls between school and commmity. I am confident that middle-class
parents are teaching their children to read at home, and that the challenge for

the schools-is coming tm'the‘_geople who are not capable.

I am concerned about the assumption that tbere is a direc¢t relation between
" orthography production of worda. This to me 13 gmnm what_ we are into

vhen we get into this whole “business of the pronunciat_ious 1n terms of dialect.

Bammond's comment. yesterday was very apropos id terh;/ of syntactical e
/ . . .
productioq, and it's Dbeing identified 1in _terms of  subordinution and

N

- . L 4
superordination of ‘groups. ¢ thing that we need to identify the essential

aspects ‘of learning, and bde 'very' cautious about the value systems that get

propagated. L . ’
. ®
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communication, or whether re’ad:lng is perceived as an end in itself. 1 found

. ellost an equation here between redding and communication, or it might have been

v -

only by inference, but it seemed as if they weré made to be equal.

-

1 see reading as oxily part of communication. I .question whether in the

-

teaching of rfdim, the prtlacy ‘of readlm communication skill is the same

’\ .
as it has been in the past, or whether reading has moved to a aecondary or

. tertiary role in the face of the audio-visual media available to us t.oday. ]l am

convinced that children who watch television, reed, even tbough when they..get

‘into classrooms their manifest behavior is that of nonreaders. .

y s -
I am also wondering whether reading is essential asa tool m.abject

used to be, when tnere were not the audio-visual media.

reading isn't a desirable b&avior. 1 am wondering whether we

progress i.n learniné to rfegd b}hanging children up on having to master reading

'

foundation for comprehension, - thinking, and

.

skills first, as if it were()a

reasoning. 1 don't know how 'much work has.been done on this, but it would-seem

-

to me that thia_ might be a concern.

’

. . . g . ]
As I say this, I realize it is a reading -conference, but 1 would: l<ke to

perceive reading in a greater context, rather than as if it were the end.

.
N

. / ‘ -
TS ‘- . » '
- ‘ _ DISCUSSION BY COURTNEY cﬂé&/ '

) R

I aleo was concerned about whether or not reading 1/“3 perceived as part of

‘_as it .
I am not sayimg that’

aren't deterring -

e




